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Enhancing precision sensors for stochastic signals using quantum techniques is a promising emerg-
ing field of physics. Estimating a weak stochastic waveform is the core task of many fundamental
physics experiments including searches for stochastic gravitational waves, quantum gravity, and
axionic dark matter. Simultaneously, noise spectroscopy and characterisation, e.g. estimation of
various decay mechanisms in quantum devices, is relevant to a broad range of fundamental and
technological applications. We consider the ultimate limit on the sensitivity of these devices for
Lindblad estimation given any quantum state, fast and precise control sequence, and measurement
scheme. We show that it is optimal to rapidly projectively measure and re-initialise the quantum
state. We develop optimal protocols for a wide range of applications including stochastic waveform
estimation, spectroscopy with qubits, and Lindblad estimation.

A wide variety of fundamental physics searches and
emerging technologies involve sensing a weak stochas-
tic signal: From stochastic waveform estimation [1]
for searching for gravitational waves [2–4], quantum
gravity [5–7], or axionic dark matter [8–11]; to spec-
troscopy [12, 13], nano-scale nuclear magnetic reso-
nance [14, 15], and noise characterisation in quantum
sensors and devices [16–20]. A common challenge across
these different applications is how to differentiate be-
tween the weak stochastic signal and the noise in the sys-
tem: The noise can completely mask the weak stochastic
signal and significantly degrade the sensitivity. It is un-
clear whether this degraded sensitivity is fundamental
to sensing a stochastic signal in the presence of noise,
or whether it can be overcome with quantum-enhanced
techniques. We address this problem by determining the
optimal quantum metrological strategy to sense a weak
stochastic signal in the presence of noise.

We now explain how we model this question as a Lind-
blad estimation problem. Under the Born-Markov ap-
proximation, the time evolution of the density matrix ρ̂
describing our quantum sensor is given by the following
Lindblad master equation [21–25]:

˙̂ρ = −i[Ĥ, ρ̂] + γ1

K∑
j=1

Lj,(s)(ρ̂) +
K+N∑
k=K+1

γkLk,(n)(ρ̂) (1)

where Ĥ is the Hamiltonian with ℏ = 1. The signal that
we want to estimate is the common decay rate γ1 of K
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signal Lindblad jump operators {L̂j,(s)}Kj=1 each of which
determines a Lindbladian superoperator as follows:

Lj,(s)(ρ̂) = L̂j,(s)ρ̂L̂
†
j,(s) −

1

2
{L̂†

j,(s)L̂j,(s), ρ̂}.

The signal γ1, however, is much weaker than the noise
described by the other N decay rates {γk}K+N

k=K+1 and

noise Lindblad jump operators {L̂k,(n)}K+N
k=K+1 which sim-

ilarly determine the noise Lindbladian superoperators
{Lk,(n)}K+N

k=K+1 in Eq. 1. We want to determine how best
to extract the information about the signal γ1 encoded
over time in the quantum state ρ̂ by preparing differ-
ent initial states, applying different control operations
during the time evolution, and performing different mea-
surements at the end.
We want to determine the fundamental precision limit

of this Lindblad estimation problem. This implies that
we need to study the sequential metrological strategy
with fast and precise control as shown in Fig. 1a. Here,
the control operations that we apply to the quantum
state can be arbitrary and continuously performed. This
fast and precise control limit is hierarchically the most
powerful metrological strategy as it can simulate all other
strategies including, e.g., the measure-and-reset strat-
egy shown in Fig. 1b or the parallel strategy shown
in Fig. 1c [26–28]. The fast and precise control limit
has been studied extensively for Hamiltonian estima-
tion [27, 29, 30], where the signal is encoded unitarily by

Ĥ in the presence of noise jump operators {L̂k,(n)}K+N
k=K+1

in Eq. 1 and the root mean square error in estimating the
signal falls either as 1/t or 1/

√
t over time t, depending

on the geometry of the signal and noise operators. The
fast and precise control limit has also been studied previ-
ously for Lindblad estimation [31–34], where the signal is
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FIG. 1. Block diagrams of different quantum metrological strategies. (a) Sequential strategy with fast and precise control
where the encoding channel Λ is queried M times on a short timescale t and between each query a control operation C is
performed. The final state after a total time of T = Mt is then measured. (b) Measure-and-reset strategy where the encoding
channel is queried once, a measurement is performed, and then the state is re-initialised and the procedure is repeated a total of
M times. (c) Parallel strategy where M devices are simultaneously queried and measured. (d–f) Unextended (i.e. ancilla-free)
cases of the extended (i.e. noiseless ancilla–assisted) cases shown in panels (a–c), respectively.

encoded non-unitarily by signal jump operators and the
noise corresponds to nuisance Hamiltonian Ĥ and noise
jump operators. In this case, the error in estimating the
signal always falls as 1/

√
t. But, the optimal initial state,

control sequence, and measurement scheme for Lindblad
estimation remain unknown.

In this paper, we consider the fast and precise control
limit of Lindblad estimation. Firstly, in Sec. I, we re-
view the theory of quantum estimation. Then, in Sec. II,
we apply this formalism to find the optimal strategy for
Lindblad estimation. In Sec. III, we discuss the com-
muting Hermitian case. Finally, we apply our results to
Lindblad estimation of a single qubit in Sec. IV, multiple
qubits in Sec. V, and a stochastic waveform in Sec. VI.

I. REVIEW OF QUANTUM ESTIMATION

We now review the quantum theory of asymptotic un-
biased estimation using the Fisher information formal-
ism. For an introduction to this topic, see Refs. [35, 36].

Let us model an experiment as taking an initial quan-
tum state described by a density matrix ρ̂ and transform-
ing it to some final state ρ̂′ that encodes some real signal
θ of interest but also introduces some noise. This trans-
formation is described by a quantum channel Λ, i.e. a
completely positive trace-preserving linear map between
density matrices, such that ρ̂′ = Λ(ρ̂). The quantum
channel Λ has the following Kraus representation:

ρ̂′ =
∑
j

K̂j ρ̂K̂
†
j ,

∑
j

K̂†
j K̂j = Î

where {K̂j}j are the non-unique Kraus operators of Λ

and Î is the identity operator. We want to estimate
θ from measuring M independent and identical copies
of the final state ρ̂′. This measurement is described by
a positive operator-valued measure (POVM) with a set

of effects {Êj}j such that the measurement outcome j

occurs with probability Tr[ρ̂′Êj ]. (The effects satisfy

∑
j Êj = Î but are not necessarily a set of orthogonal

projections.) We want to find the protocol that yields
an unbiased estimate of θ with the minimum root mean
square error (RMSE) ∆θ. This unextended measure-and-
reset strategy is shown in Fig. 1e. We do not yet assume
anything about the timescale of Λ.
Let the outcomes from a given measurement of ρ̂′ be

described by a random variable X with probability dis-
tribution p(X = x|θ). The classical Cramér-Rao bound
on the RMSE is then

∆θ ≥ 1√
MIC(θ)

where the inequality is asymptotically tight as M → ∞
using the maximum likelihood estimator, the factor of
1/
√
M comes from the Central Limit Theorem, and the

classical Fisher information (CFI) about θ is defined as

IC(θ) =
∑
j

[∂θp(X = xj |θ)]2

p(X = xj |θ)
(2)

where the sum excludes any j such that p(X = xj |θ) = 0.
The CFI about θ is defined for a given measurement,

but there are many possible measurements of ρ̂′ to per-
form. The quantum Fisher information (QFI) about θ,
IQ(θ), is defined as the maximum possible value of the
CFI about θ maximised over all possible measurements
such that the quantum Cramér-Rao bound on the RMSE
is

∆θ ≥ 1√
MIQ(θ)

.

Here, the QFI is given by IQ(θ) = Tr[ρ̂′Ŝ2] where Ŝ
is the symmetric logarithmic derivative of ρ̂′ with re-
spect to θ which satisfies ∂θρ̂

′ = 1
2{ρ̂

′, Ŝ} and is given,
in terms of the spectral decomposition of the final state
ρ̂′ =

∑
j pj |ϕj⟩⟨ϕj |, by

Ŝ =
∑
j,k

2

pj + pk
⟨ϕj |∂θρ̂′|ϕk⟩|ϕj⟩⟨ϕk|
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where the sum excludes any j, k such that pj + pk = 0.
The QFI thus equals

IQ(θ) =
∑
j,k

2

pj + pk
|⟨ϕj |∂θρ̂′|ϕk⟩|

2
. (3)

An optimal measurement of ρ̂′ is to project onto the
eigenbasis of Ŝ. Two useful properties are that the Fisher
information from independent and identical repetitions
sum and that the fractional RMSE is bounded by

∆θ

θ
≥ 1√

Mθ2IQ(θ)
(4)

such that changing parameter from estimating θ to θ2

only scales the fractional RMSE by a factor of two since
θ2IQ(θ) = 4θ4IQ(θ2) by the chain rule.
We are often also interested in sensing a weak parame-

ter θ, i.e. in studying the limit of vanishing signal: θ → 0.
If limθ→0 ∂θρ̂

′ = 0 holds, then the optimal measurement
in this limit is the projection Π̂0 onto the eigenbasis of
the signal-free final state limθ→0 ρ̂

′ such that [14, 37, 38]

lim
θ→0

∂θρ̂
′ = 0 =⇒ IQ(θ = 0) = IΠ̂0

C (θ = 0). (5)

This simplifies calculating the QFI in the vanishing signal
limit into finding the CFI from the results of measuring
Π̂0.

While finding the optimal measurement is straightfor-
ward, finding the optimal initial state ρ̂ to maximise the
QFI is more complicated. Due to the convexity of the
space of density matrices and the QFI, the initial state
can be assumed to be pure, i.e. ρ̂ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ| for some |ψ⟩.
This means that, without loss of generality, the state ρ̂
shown in Fig. 1 is pure and the POVM is a projection-
valued measure {Π̂j}j . The initial pure state |ψ⟩ may
include entanglement of the system with a noiseless an-
cilla such that we can then perform joint measurements
of the final state of the system and the unchanged ancilla.
(This is represented by extending the Kraus operators of

Λ to {K̂j ⊗ Î}j .) We will call states entangled with a
noiseless ancilla “extended states” and ancilla-free states
“unextended states”. The extended measure-and-reset
strategy is shown in Fig. 1b. Finding the optimal ex-
tended and unextended states for a particular channel Λ
will be the main focus of our work. The optimal extended
state always performs as well as the optimal unextended
state and, as we will see, sometimes the optimal perfor-
mance can only be attained using entanglement. Numer-
ically, the optimal extended state and its accompanying
QFI and measurement scheme can be found efficiently
using a semi-definite program (SDP) [28, 39, 40].

Finally, we can consider improving the QFI by using
fast and precise control. Given an infinitesimal channel
Λ which is repeated M times with control as shown in
Fig. 1a, the upper bound on the total QFI is [26, 27]

IQ(θ) ≤ 4M ∥α̂∥+ 4M(M − 1)∥β̂∥(∥β̂∥+ 2
√

∥α̂∥) (6)

where α̂ = K̇†K̇ and β̂ = iK̇†K given the vector
K = (K̂1, . . . , K̂r)

T from a minimum rank r Kraus rep-

resentation {K̂j}rj=1 of Λ. (Here, K̇ is the derivative of
K with respect to the parameter of interest θ.) This
chosen Kraus representation is not unique, however, as
any r-by-r unitary matrix u forms an equally valid Kraus
representation uK. All minimum rank Kraus represen-
tations of Λ can be reached this way. Under this gauge

transformation, α̂ and β̂ become

α̂ = (K̇− ihK)†(K̇− ihK), β̂ = i(K̇− ihK)†K (7)

where h is any r-by-r Hermitian matrix. In the relevant

case that β̂ = 0, then Eq. 6 minimised over all possible
Kraus representations becomes

IQ(θ) ≤ 4M min
h

∥∥∥(K̇− ihK)†(K̇− ihK)
∥∥∥ . (8)

This upper bound is tight assuming access to a noiseless
ancilla, i.e. the extended case shown in Fig. 1a rather
than the unextended case shown in Fig. 1d. Since fast
and precise control is hierarchically the most powerful
metrological strategy, Eq. 8 provides the ultimate sen-

sitivity limit assuming that β̂ = 0. Eq. 8 can also be
efficiently calculated numerically via an SDP.

II. LINDBLAD ESTIMATION

We now return to our Lindblad estimation problem in
Eq. 1 [41]. Before applying the above quantum estima-
tion formalism to this problem, we need to explain some
of the simplifying assumptions that we make. We assume
that there is no nuisance Hamiltonian Ĥ = 0 and that
the signal is much weaker than the noise such that the
following condition holds for all k = K + 1, . . . ,K +N

γ1 ≪
γk∥Lk,(n)(ρ̂)∥

∥
∑K
j=1 Lj,(s)(ρ̂)∥

(9)

where ∥·∥ is the operator norm [42]. Informally, this con-
dition means that the signal decay rate γ1 is much slower
than all of the noise decay rates γk [43]. We choose to
estimate

√
γ1 instead of γ1 without loss of generality to

avoid a divergence in the QFI in this vanishing signal
limit in the noiseless case [1]. The fractional RMSEs
with respect to

√
γ1 and γ1 are the same up to a factor

of two by Eq. 4 such that any sensitivity improvement
that we demonstrate for

√
γ1 is similar for γ1. When es-

timating
√
γ1, we assume that all of the jump operators

{L̂j}K+N
j=1 are known. We also assume for now that we

know the noise decay rates {γj}K+N
j=K+1, but we will show

later that we can remove this assumption. The jump op-
erators L̂j are traceless, i.e. Tr[L̂j ] = 0, without loss of

generality since any component of L̂j along Î will not af-
fect Eq. 1. We make no assumption about the dimension
of the Hilbert space which may be infinite.
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We want to find the optimal metrological strategy and
ultimate precision limit of this Lindblad estimation prob-
lem. We thus study the sequential strategy with fast and
precise control since it is hierarchically the most power-
ful metrological strategy. This means that we can per-
form arbitrary quantum control operations including the
use of noiseless ancillae as shown in Fig. 1a. We need
to first find the quantum channel Λ that represents the
time evolution under the master equation in Eq. 1 after
an infinitesimal time t. Given the initial state ρ̂, then the
final state ρ̂′ = Λ(ρ̂) is

ρ̂′ = ρ̂+ t

K+N∑
j=1

γjLj(ρ̂) (10)

=

K+N∑
j=0

K̂j ρ̂K̂
†
j

where one possible Kraus representation of Λ is

K̂0 = Î − t

2

K+N∑
k=1

γkL̂
†
kL̂k (11)

K̂j =
√
γjtL̂j , j = 1, . . . ,K +N.

In Eq. 10 and henceforth, we drop all O(t2) terms pro-
vided that the short evolution time t satisfies

t≪
4∥
∑K+N
j=1 γjLj(ρ̂)∥

∥
∑K+N
j,k=1 γjγkLj(Lk(ρ̂))∥

. (12)

Intuitively, the time t must be faster than the shortest
O(1/γ) timescale set by the largest decay rate γ. For
example, for sensing a bosonic loss given by the anni-
hilation operator L̂1,(s) = â with a Fock state |n̂ = n⟩
such that n̂|n̂ = n⟩ = n|n̂ = n⟩ where n̂ = â†â and
n ≥ 1, then Eq. 12 implies that the time must satisfy
t≪ 4/[γ1(2n−1)]. We now want to find the optimal ini-
tial state, control sequence, and projective measurement
for the sequential strategy with fast and precise control.

Let us briefly address the existing literature on Lind-
blad estimation. Estimating a weak decay rate while
knowing the jump operators is different to the problem
of estimating the whole Lindbladian with no prior infor-
mation. In particular, the methods developed previously
to estimate the whole Lindbladian [18, 44, 45] are not
fine-tuned to isolate the noise-free component of a weak
signal and will have vanishing QFI in this limit. While
estimating the parameter of a Lindbladian with fast and
precise control has been previously studied in Ref. [32],
the particular assumption made in that work about the
jump operators does not hold in general, unlike our re-
sults.

A. Fast and precise control

Let us first calculate the ultimate sensitivity limit given
by Eq. 8 for sensing a stochastic signal or Lindblad esti-
mation with fast and precise control as shown in Fig. 1a.

In the vanishing signal limit of
√
γ1 → 0, the Kraus oper-

ators in Eq. 11 and their derivatives with respect to
√
γ1

become

K =



Î − t
2

∑K+N
k=K+1 γkL̂

†
kL̂k

0
...
0√

γK+1tL̂K+1,(n)

...√
γK+N tL̂K+N,(n)


, K̇ =



0

L̂1,(s)

...

L̂K,(s)
0
...
0


√
t.

(13)

We choose the following ansatz for the gauge matrix:

h =

 0 g† 01,N

g 0K,K G
0N,1 G† 0N,N

 (14)

where 0m,n is the m-by-n zero matrix and c⃗j ∈ CN+1 for
j = 1, . . . ,K such that h is determined by

g = −i
√
t

 (c⃗1)1
...

(c⃗K)1

 , G = −i


(c⃗1)2√
γK+1

· · · (c⃗1)N+1√
γK+N

...
. . .

...
(c⃗K)2√
γK+1

· · · (c⃗K)N+1√
γK+N


Using this gauge matrix h, the Kraus operators in Eq. 13
become

K̇− ihK =



0

L̂1,(s) − c⃗T1 L
...

L̂K,(s) − c⃗TKL
0
...
0


√
t (15)

where L = (Î , L̂K+1,(n), . . . , L̂K+N,(n))
T. This implies

that β̂ = 0 in Eq. 7. The upper bound on the QFI with
fast and precise control in Eq. 8 is thus:

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) ≤ 4T min

{c⃗k}K
k=1

∥∥∥∥ K∑
k=1

Â†
kÂk

∥∥∥∥ (16)

where Âk = L̂k,(s) − c⃗TkL and T = Mt is the total time.

Recalling that ∥X†X∥ = ∥X∥2 for the operator norm,
then Eq. 16 has the following geometric interpretation in
the case of a single signal (K = 1):

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) ≤ 4T min

c⃗
∥L̂1,(s) − c⃗TL∥2 (17)

= 4T d(L̂1,(s), span{L})2

where d(L̂1,(s), span{L}) is the distance induced by the

operator norm between the signal operator L̂1,(s) and the
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subspace of noise operators span{L}. This distance van-

ishes if and only if L̂1,(s) ∈ span{L} such that the QFI is

nonzero only if L̂1,(s) /∈ span{L}, i.e. some component of
the signal operator lies outside of the subspace of noise
operators.

We prove that the upper bound in Eq. 16 is tight and
determine the optimal sensing strategy:

Theorem 1. Consider sensing the decay rate γ1 common
to K signal operators {L̂k,(s)}Kk=1 in the presence of N

noise operators {L̂j,(n)}K+N
j=K+1. In the vanishing signal

limit of γ1 → 0, the optimal QFI with respect to
√
γ1 is:

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) = 4T max

|ψ⟩

K∑
k=1

⟨ψ|L̂†
k,(s)(Î − Π̂)L̂k,(s)|ψ⟩

where Π̂ is the projection onto the noisy subspace
span{L|ψ⟩} of the images of the state |ψ⟩ under the noise
operators L = (Î , L̂K+1,(n), . . . , L̂K+N,(n))

T. This QFI is
achieved by a measure-and-reset strategy that continu-
ously prepares the optimal state |ψ⟩ above and projects

onto the noisy subspace with Π̂.

This is the first main result of our work. In Ap-
pendix A, we show that the expression in Theorem 1
provides an upper bound on the optimal QFI by evalu-
ating the minimisation over {c⃗k}Kk=1 in Eq. 16. We now
show that this upper bound is tight and can be saturated
by a measure-and-reset strategy.

B. Measure-and-reset strategy

One possible control operation is to measure projec-
tively and then re-initialise the state. If we repeat-
edly perform this control operation, then we reach the
measure-and-reset strategy shown in Fig. 1b. (The same
is true in the ancilla-free case as shown in Figs. 1d–e.)
The measure-and-reset strategy is thus similar to a quan-
tum jump experiment [46].

In general, the optimal measure-and-reset strategy is
outperformed by the optimal fast and precise control
strategy [26–28]. For example, rapidly projectively mea-
suring a state undergoing Hamiltonian evolution leads to
the quantum Zeno effect [47] unlike the optimal fast and
precise control strategy which leads to a coherent build-
up of signal [30]. For sensing a stochastic signal, however,
we will show that the optimal measure-and-reset strat-
egy attains the ultimate sensitivity limit with fast and
precise control. Intuitively, this is because the stochastic
signal does not build up coherently over time.

Let us find the optimal measure-and-reset strategy and
show that it saturates the ultimate sensitivity limit in
Theorem 1. We assume that we can rapidly projectively
measure ρ̂′ in Eq. 10 and then re-initialise the state to
ρ̂ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ| if we measure that a jump occurred. We re-
peat this process M ≫ 1 times over a long total time
T =Mt. The total QFI is thus M times the QFI from a

FIG. 2. Visualisation of the Gram-Schmidt process for or-
thogonalising the images of the initial state |ψ⟩ under N

noise operators span{L̂j,(n)|ψ⟩}N+1
j=2 and one signal operator

L̂1,(s)|ψ⟩. The component of the weak signal within the noisy

subspace span{|0⟩, |j⟩}N+1
j=2 is lost leaving only the noise-free

component |1⟩.

single measurement after a time t. We now need to find
the optimal initial pure state |ψ⟩ and projective measure-
ment to estimate γ1. By Eq. 10, ∂√γ1 ρ̂

′ = 0 holds in the
vanishing signal limit of

√
γ1 → 0 such that the opti-

mal measurement is to project onto the eigenbasis of the
signal-free final state lim√

γ1→0 ρ̂
′ by Eq. 5. To calculate

this eigenbasis, let us first find an orthonormal basis to
express the final state.
We perform the Gram-Schmidt process to the images

of the initial state |ψ⟩ under the noise and signal jump
operators in the following order:

|ψ⟩, L̂K+1,(n)|ψ⟩, L̂K+2,(n)|ψ⟩, . . . , L̂K+N,(n)|ψ⟩, (18)

L̂1,(s)|ψ⟩, L̂2,(s)|ψ⟩, . . . , L̂K,(s)|ψ⟩.

That is, we orthogonalise first the initial state, then the
images under the noise operators, and finally the images
under the signal operators. This is shown for a single
signal operator in Fig. 2. This process defines the or-
thonormal basis {|j⟩}K+N

j=0 where |0⟩ = |ψ⟩ such that

L̂K+j,(n)|0⟩ = cK+j,0|0⟩+
j∑

k=1

cK+j,K+k|K + k⟩

L̂j,(s)|0⟩ =
N∑
k=1

cj,K+k|K + k⟩+
j∑

k=0

cj,k|k⟩.

We have thus split the space into the noisy subspace
span{|0⟩, |j⟩}K+N

j=K+1 = span{L|ψ⟩} and the noise-free

subspace span{|j⟩}Kj=1 which can only be reached if a

signal jump occurs. Let v = (|0⟩, |K +1⟩, . . . , |K +N⟩)T
such that L|ψ⟩ = Mv where

M =
[
⟨0|L|0⟩ ⟨K + 1|L|0⟩ · · · ⟨K +N |L|0⟩

]
.
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The projection onto the noisy subspace is thus

Π̂ = |0⟩⟨0|+
K+N∑
j=K+1

|j⟩⟨j|

= vTv∗

= LT|ψ⟩⟨ψ|L∗LT|ψ⟩−1⟨ψ|L∗ (19)

where we used that v = M−1L|ψ⟩ and Π̂L|ψ⟩ = L|ψ⟩.
Analytically, we thus need to invert the N + 1 by N + 1
matrix ⟨ψ|L∗LT|ψ⟩ to find Π̂, whereas numerically the
Gram-Schmidt process can be efficiently performed to
find Π̂. Here, we have assumed that the images under
the noises in Eq. 18 are linearly independent such that
the noisy subspace has dimension N + 1. If the noisy
subspace instead has dimension N ′ + 1 < N + 1, then
we can calculate Π̂ = vTv∗ from L|ψ⟩ = Mv and the
Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of the N + 1 by N ′ + 1
matrix M.
We calculate the QFI of the measure-and-reset strategy

with a given state |ψ⟩ using Eq. 5. We determine the
eigenbasis of the signal-free final state lim√

γ1→0 ρ̂
′ from

Eq. 10 in the orthonormal basis {|j⟩}K+N
j=0 . We show that

the QFI given a state |ψ⟩ equals

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) = 4T

K∑
k=1

⟨ψ|L̂†
k,(s)(Î − Π̂)L̂k,(s)|ψ⟩. (20)

This QFI for the optimal initial state |ψ⟩ thus saturates
the ultimate sensitivity limit in Theorem 1. We prove
these results in Appendix B. We show that the eigenbasis
is not exactly {|j⟩}K+N

j=0 but that the CFI from projecting

onto {|j⟩}K+N
j=0 equals the QFI to leading order in time t.

Moreover, it suffices to project onto the noisy subspace
with Π̂ since any nonzero noise is louder than the vanish-
ing signal such that the component of the signal within
the noisy subspace is completely lost. It remains to find
the optimal initial state |ψ⟩ for a given set of jump op-
erators. We derive the conditions on a given state being
optimal in Appendix C. Although we have found the op-
timal strategy overall, we have not identified the optimal
strategy when the initial state, control sequence, or final
measurement is non-optimal and fixed.

C. Properties of the optimal strategy

Let us now discuss some properties of the optimal
measure-and-reset strategy which saturates the ultimate
sensitivity limit in Theorem 1.

The necessary and sufficient condition for the QFI to
be nonzero in the limit of vanishing signal is the following:

∃j ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, L̂j,(s) /∈ span{L}. (21)

We previously observed in Eq. 17 that this is a necessary
condition in the case of a single signal operator. More

generally, this is a necessary condition since any compo-
nent of a signal operator parallel to a noise operator or
the identity does not contribute to the QFI in Theorem 1.
If all of the signal operators lie in span{L}, then the QFI
is thus zero in the limit of vanishing signal. We may
assume henceforth without loss of generality that each
signal operator is orthogonal to each noise operator, and
that the noise operators are pairwise orthogonal. But,
the signal operators need not be pairwise orthogonal.
This phenomenon in noise sensing where the QFI van-

ishes as the parameter does is called the “Rayleigh curse”
by analogy to quantum super-resolution [48]. The noise-
induced Rayleigh curse was recently studied in several
works, e.g. see Refs. [1, 14, 49, 50]. Here, we present the
general criteria for avoiding it.
That Eq. 21 is also a sufficient condition on the QFI

not vanishing can be shown by direct calculation for a
particular extended state. Consider the Bell state de-

fined as |ψ⟩ = 1√
d

∑d
j=1|ej⟩ ⊗ |ej⟩ for a given basis

{|ej⟩}dj=1. (Here, we consider a Hilbert space with fi-
nite dimension d.) The Bell state has the property that

⟨ψ|Â ⊗ Î|ψ⟩ = 1
dTr[Â] for any Â such that the QFI in

Theorem 1 becomes

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) = 4T

1

d

K∑
j=1

Tr[L̂†
j,(s)L̂j,(s)] (22)

where we replaced each signal operator L̂j,(s) with its
component orthogonal to span{L}. If Eq. 21 holds, then
at least one of these components is nonzero and the QFI
in Eq. 22 is nonzero. The Bell state is not necessarily the
optimal initial state, however, as we will see later.
The condition in Eq. 21 states when it is possible to

overcome the noise limitations in Lindblad estimation.
Similar noise limitations were studied extensively in the
deterministic (unitary) case. In the deterministic case,
we want to sense some parameter θ from measurements
of ρ̂′ = Û ρ̂Û† where Û = exp(−iθĤT ) for some Hermi-

tian Ĥ. The QFI in this case is IQ(θ) = 4T 2Var|ψ⟩[Ĥ].
Here, the QFI is independent of the parameter θ and
coherently increases as T 2 compared to the stochastic
case which only scales as T . These rates are sometimes
called “Heisenberg scaling with time” for T 2 and “Stan-
dard Quantum Limit scaling with time” for T , respec-
tively. The fact that Lindblad estimation with fast and
precise control cannot achieve Heisenberg scaling with
time is well-known [31–34]. For the deterministic case,
the optimal strategy with fast and precise control is not
to measure-and-reset since we want to coherently build
up the signal as T 2, instead the optimal strategy is to per-
form quantum error correction. This strategy achieves
Heisenberg scaling with time provided that the following
necessary and sufficient condition holds: [30]

Ĥ /∈ span{Î , L̂j,(n), L̂†
j,(n), L̂

†
j,(n)L̂k,(n)}

K+N
j,k=K .

In comparison, in the stochastic case, the condition in
Eq. 21 is on the QFI not vanishing and can be met even
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if, e.g., L̂1,(s) = L̂†
2,(n) or L̂1,(s) = L̂†

2,(n)L̂2,(n). Thus, the

condition in the deterministic case to achieve T 2 scaling
is not equivalent to the condition in the stochastic case
to achieve nonzero QFI scaling as T .
We also observe in the vanishing signal limit that the

measurement probabilities in Eq. B2 and thus the QFI
of the optimal strategy do not depend on the noise de-
cay rates {γj}K+N

j=K+1 or the size of the noise jump op-

erators {∥L̂j,(n)∥}K+N
j=K+1 provided that they are nonzero.

Instead, they only depend on the geometry of the noise
operators which determines the noisy subspace projection
Π̂ since any nonzero noise is louder than the vanishing
signal. We can thus relax our assumption that we know
the noise decay rates and can assume that the noise jump
operators have unit norm without loss of generality. For
finite signals, however, the QFI will depend on and re-
quire knowing the noise decay rates and jump operator
norms [1].

Finally, we see that the QFI also only depends on
the reduced density matrix of the initial state, ρ̂S =
TrA[|ψ⟩⟨ψ|], after tracing out any ancilla. This is be-
cause the QFI in Theorem 1 depends only on the expec-
tation values of operators that act on the system. This
means that the maximisation can be performed over the
reduced density matrix ρ̂S instead of the full extended
state |ψ⟩ [51]. The QFI here is different than if we pre-
pare the system in the mixed state ρ̂S , which is subop-
timal, because to derive Theorem 1 we assumed that we
can initialise and measure the ancilla too.

D. Examples of the optimal QFI

Let us now study the QFI of the optimal strategy from
Theorem 1 for different numbers of noise operators.

1. Noiseless case

Consider the noiseless case with K signal jump opera-
tors, where the optimal QFI is

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) = 4T max

|ψ⟩

K∑
j=1

Var|ψ⟩[L̂j,(s)]. (23)

Here, the variance of an operator Â is defined as
Var|ψ⟩[Â] = Cov|ψ⟩[Â, Â] where the covariance of two

operators Â and B̂ is defined as

Cov|ψ⟩[Â, B̂] = ⟨ψ|Â†B̂|ψ⟩ − ⟨ψ|Â†|ψ⟩⟨ψ|B̂|ψ⟩.

The following measure-and-reset strategy achieves the
noiseless QFI in Eq. 23: Prepare the optimal initial
state |ψ⟩ that maximises the sum of variances above and

project onto it since Π̂ = |ψ⟩⟨ψ|.
Let us consider the noiseless case with a single signal

jump operator L̂1,(s). We need to find the state |ψ⟩ that

maximises the variance of L̂1,(s) since the QFI is

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) = 4T max

|ψ⟩
Var|ψ⟩[L̂1,(s)]. (24)

If L̂1,(s) is Hermitian, then this process corresponds to a

random unitary channel with L̂1,(s) as the generator [1].
The optimal states are then equal superpositions of the
eigenvectors of L̂1,(s) with the maximum λ+ and mini-

mum λ− eigenvalues, i.e. |ψ⟩ = 1√
2
(|λ+⟩ + eiϕ|λ−⟩) for

any ϕ, such that the QFI is IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) = T (λ+−λ−)2.

Since this is the optimal state, there is no benefit from
entangling with an ancilla and thus Fig. 1b and Fig. 1e
are equivalent in this case.
If instead L̂1,(s) is non-Hermitian, then finding the op-

timal state is more difficult. The maximal variance and
optimal state can be obtained numerically by using an
SDP to compute minc∈C

∥∥Â†Â
∥∥ where Â = L̂1,(s) − cÎ.

The optimal state |ψ⟩ lies in the maximal eigenspace of

Â†Â and satisfies ⟨ψ|Â|ψ⟩ = 0.
The optimality and QFI of a continuous measure-and-

reset strategy in the noiseless case have previously been
shown in Ref. [32] but only for a set of signal jump oper-
ators satisfying a particular assumption that we do not
make in deriving the results above.

2. One source of noise

Let us now consider the case where there is a single
noise jump operator L̂K+1,(n) such that the QFI in Eq. 20
becomes

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) (25)

= 4T

K∑
j=1

Var|ψ⟩[L̂j,(s)]−

∣∣∣Cov|ψ⟩[L̂j,(s), L̂K+1,(n)]
∣∣∣2

Var|ψ⟩[L̂K+1,(n)]


where the optimal QFI in Theorem 1 is obtained by max-
imising this expression over all possible |ψ⟩. Compared to
the noiseless QFI in Eq. 23, the noisy QFI loses the com-
ponent of each signal within the noisy subspace resulting
in a penalty related to the covariance between the signal
and noise operators. This lost signal component within
the noisy subspace is shown as the intersection of the two
corresponding circles in Fig. 2 in the single signal case.
This leads to a tradeoff when optimising Eq. 25 against
|ψ⟩ between maximising the sum of the variances and
minimising the covariance penalty term. We will study
some examples later where the noiseless QFI either can
or cannot be recovered due to this tradeoff.

3. More sources of noise

In general, the expression for the QFI in terms of only
the optimal initial state |ψ⟩ and jump operators is given
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by expanding Π̂ from Eq. 19 in Eq. 20. This results in
an expression that depends only on the variances and
covariances of the jump operators with respect to |ψ⟩.
For example, for two noise operators N = 2, we provide
the QFI explicitly in Appendix D. For additional noise
operators N > 2, inverting the N + 1 by N + 1 matrix
⟨ψ|L∗LT|ψ⟩ in Eq. 19 analytically is more complicated
but can be done numerically instead.

E. Impact of finite signal and time

To derive Theorem 1, we first assume in Eq. 12 that
the interrogation time is infinitesimally short to reach the
sequential limit with fast and precise control in Eq. 6 and
then assume in Eq. 9 that the signal is vanishingly weak
to derive the Kraus operators in Eq. 13. We now address
what happens to the QFI when the signal and time are
instead finite with a couple of examples.

For example, consider sensing decay L̂1,(s) = σ̂− of
a qubit prepared in |↑⟩ such that σ̂−|↑⟩ = |↓⟩. Let us
examine a delayed measure-and-reset strategy that waits
for a time t before measuring the state given by the exact
solution to the master equation in Eq. 1. The total QFI
fromM = T/t repetitions of this strategy for a total time
T is

IQ(
√
γ1) =

4γ1tT

eγ1t − 1

which depends on both the finite signal γ1 and time t.
For a given finite signal γ1, it is optimal to measure and
reset as fast as possible since the QFI is maximised with
value 4T in the short time limit of t≪ 2/γ1. This agrees
with Eq. 24 and is independent of the finite signal γ1.
We study the noiseless case with a finite signal further in
Appendix E.

The fact that we first take the short time limit and
then the vanishing signal limit matters. For example,
consider sensing double decay L̂1,(s) = Ĵ2

− of a three-

level system prepared in |Ĵz = 1⟩ in the presence of single

decay noise L̂2,(n) = Ĵ− such that Ĵ−|Ĵz = 1⟩ =
√
2|Ĵz =

0⟩ and Ĵ2
−|Ĵz = 1⟩ = 2|Ĵz = −1⟩. The QFI of a single

measurement in the short time limit is

IQ(
√
γ1) = 16t− 8t2

(
4γ1 + 2γ2 +

γ22
γ1

)
+O(t3).

If we first take the short time limit, i.e. assume that t≪
2γ1/γ

2
2 , then this QFI equals 16t independent of γ1. This

agrees with Eq. 25. In comparison, if we instead first take
the vanishing signal limit, i.e. assume that t ≫ 2γ1/γ

2
2 ,

then the QFI calculated from Eq. 3 vanishes. We study
the first case where t≪ 2γ1/γ

2
2 because it corresponds to

finding the optimal metrological strategy with fast and
precise control.
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FIG. 3. In the commuting Hermitian case, the jump opera-
tors L̂j become real vectors lj and the state |ψ⟩ becomes a
probability distribution p. (a) The signal vector l1,(s) and
(b–d) noise vectors lj,(n) are randomly sampled from a uni-
form distribution. (f) Optimal probability distribution in the
noiseless case. (g–j) Optimal distribution given the signal
l1,(s) and first 1–4 noises, respectively. For example, panel (i)
shows the distribution given the signal l1,(s) and three noises:
l2,(n), l3,(n), and l4,(n). The support of the optimal distribu-
tion is length N + 2 given N noise operators.

III. COMMUTING HERMITIAN CASE

In the following sections, we will use our results to find
the optimal strategy with fast and precise control in a
variety of applications.

Let us first discuss the case where the jump opera-
tors are all Hermitian and pairwise commute. This im-
plies that a simultaneous eigenbasis exists where L̂j =
diag (lj) and lj ∈ Rd for each j = 1, . . . ,K + N . We
can assume without loss of generality that the jump
operators are traceless and pairwise orthonormal, i.e.∑d
α=1(lj)α = 0 and

∑d
α=1(lj)α(lk)α = δjk where the

{lj}K+N
j=1 are thus zero-sum and pairwise orthonormal as

real vectors. Here, we use Latin indices (e.g. j, k, l ∈
{1, . . . ,K + N}) to label a particular vector and Greek
indices (e.g. α, β, γ ∈ {1, . . . , d}) to label the elements
of that vector. Let us now consider the pure quantum

state |ψ⟩ =
∑d
α,β=1 cαβ |eα⟩ ⊗ |eβ⟩ and its reduced den-

sity matrix ρ̂S . The probability for the system to be in

|eα⟩ is pα =
∑d
β=1 |cαβ |

2
for α = 1, . . . , d. Let us define

the expectation value of a vector l ∈ Rd with respect to

a probability distribution p ∈ Rd where
∑d
α=1 pα = 1 as

Ep[l] =
∑d
α=1 pαlα. For any operator Â = diag (l) where

l ∈ Rd and
∑d
α=1 lα = 0, then, since ⟨ψ|Â ⊗ Î|ψ⟩ =

Tr[ρ̂SÂ], the expectation value is

⟨ψ|Â⊗ Î|ψ⟩ = Ep[l]. (26)

The QFI in Theorem 1 only involves expectation values
of operators {L̂j}K+N

j=1 or products of two such operators
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with respect to |ψ⟩. By Eq. 26, this means that entangle-
ment is not required and the QFI only depends on Ep[lj ]
and Ep[lj lk].

We can now restate the estimation problem for the
case of a single source of noise. Given lj ∈ Rd with∑d
α=1(lj)α = 0 and

∑d
α=1(lj)α(lk)α = δjk for j, k ∈

{1, 2}, then the QFI in Eq. 25 is

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0)

= 4T max
p

(
Varp[l1,(s)]−

|Covp[l1,(s), l2,(n)]|2

Varp[l2,(n)]

)
.

We want to find the optimal probability distribution
p ∈ Rd above. Similarly, for the case of N noise sources,
we replace all operator (co)variances in Theorem 1 for
K = 1 with their respective vector (co)variances. The
uniform distribution pα = 1/d makes the covariances

vanish since the {lj}K+N
j=1 are pairwise orthogonal and

leaves IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) = 4T/d which is nonzero but not

necessarily the optimal distribution, similarly to the Bell
state in Eq. 22. Since the QFI is now only expressed
in terms of real vectors and probability distributions, the
commuting Hermitian case can also be viewed as the clas-
sical limit of Lindblad estimation.

Let us now consider the commuting Hermitian case
with one signal (K = 1) and N = d− 2 noises. Provided
that a regularity condition of generalised non-degeneracy
given in Appendix F holds, then the optimal QFI is

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) = 4T

||l1||42
||l1||21

(27)

where ∥l∥22 =
∑d
α=1 |lα|2 and ∥l∥1 =

∑d
α=1 |lα|. The op-

timal distribution is pα ∝ |l1,α| for α = 1, . . . , d, i.e. it
mimics the magnitude of the signal l1 up to normalisa-
tion. The regularity condition is unnecessary for d = 3,
i.e. for one signal and one noise in three dimensions. For
d = 2, i.e. the noiseless case in two dimensions, the QFI
in Eq. 27 recovers the noiseless QFI of 2T ||l1||22. We prove
these results in Appendix F.

In the general case with one signal (K = 1), N noises,
and any dimension d, we can determine the optimal QFI
and initial state given a solution c1,min, ci,min to the fol-
lowing SDP:

l1 = c11⃗ +

N+1∑
i=2

cili + amin

where 1⃗ = (1, . . . , 1)T. By Appendix C, the optimal ini-
tial state is supported only on indices α ∈ I that satisfy
| (amin)α | = ||amin||∞ where ∥l∥∞ = maxα=1,...,d |lα|. We
can thus restrict ourselves to them-dimensional subspace
spanned by the indices in I and consider the correspond-

ing sub-vectors l
(I)
j and a

(I)
min. The optimal QFI is then:

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) = 4T

||l(I)1,⊥||42
||l(I)1,⊥||21

(28)

where l
(I)
1,⊥ is the projection of l

(I)
1 onto the subspace or-

thogonal to span{⃗1, l(I)2 , ..., l
(I)
N+1}. The optimal distribu-

tion is then pα ∝ |(l(I)1,⊥)α| for α = 1, . . . ,m up to nor-
malisation. We derive this optimal QFI and distribution
in Appendix F.
We can thus calculate the optimal QFI and initial

state from the support of the optimal distribution. It
remains to understand this support. We numerically ob-
serve the following phenomenon: the optimal distribution
for K = 1 in the presence of N noises has a support of
length N+2. (Our code for this result and the rest of our
work is available online [52].) This is shown in Fig. 3 for
d = 10 where we see that each additional noise adds one
more dimension to the support of the optimal distribu-
tion. Analytically, we know that given N noise operators
and a generalised condition of non-degeneracy, the min-
imal length of the support is N + 2 since otherwise the
QFI must vanish by the dimension of the noisy subspace.
This numerical phenomenon suggests that a length N+2
support is also sufficient, but we defer proving this result
to future work.

IV. A SINGLE QUBIT

Let us now consider a single qubit with one signal L̂1,(s)

and one noise L̂2,(n). We want to find the optimal initial

state and QFI for all possible choices of L̂1,(s) and L̂2,(n)

to minimise the loss of precision compared to the noise-
less QFI due to the noise. Furthermore, we want to de-
termine the hierarchy of metrological strategies shown in
Fig. 1: Whether an unextended measure-and-reset strat-
egy (Fig. 1e) can saturate the optimal QFI or whether
entanglement with other noisy probes (Fig. 1f) or a noise-
less ancilla (Fig. 1b) is necessary. We will answer these
questions by directly maximising the QFI in Eq. 25 over
the initial state. As shown in Sec. II C, we can assume
without loss of generality that L̂1,(s) and L̂2,(n) are or-
thogonal, traceless, and normalised. This leads to the
following result:

Lemma 1. For a single qubit, the only unextended states
with nonzero QFI are the eigenstate/s of L̂2,(n). The op-

timal unextended QFI equals 4TVar|ψ⟩[L̂1,(s)] maximised
over these eigenstates.

This result can be shown geometrically by seeing that
if Var|ψ⟩[L̂2,(n)] > 0, then any unextended state has van-

ishing QFI since the signal L̂1,(s)|ψ⟩ must be in the span

of |ψ⟩ and L̂2,(n)|ψ⟩ since the space is two-dimensional.
The optimal unextended QFI then follows from Eq. 25,
by observing that if |ψ⟩ is an eigenstate of L̂2,(n) then

Cov|ψ⟩[L̂1,(s), L̂2,(n)] = 0.

We now proceed by case analysis on whether L̂1,(s) and

L̂2,(n) are each Hermitian or non-Hermitian.
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A. L̂1,(s), L̂2,(n) are both Hermitian

We first consider the case where L̂1,(s) and L̂2,(n) are
Hermitian. A traceless Hermitian operator acting on
a single qubit is a real linear combination of the Pauli
operators σ̂x, σ̂y, and σ̂z. Without loss of general-

ity, we may assume that L̂1,(s) = 1√
2
σ̂z and L̂2,(n) =

1√
2
(cos(θ)σ̂x+sin(θ)σ̂y). The maximal variance of L̂1,(s)

is thus 1
2 using any pure state on the equator of the Bloch

sphere, i.e. |ψ⟩ = 1√
2
(|↑⟩+ eiϕ|↓⟩) where σ̂z|↑⟩ = |↑⟩ and

σ̂z|↓⟩ = −|↓⟩, such that the optimal noiseless QFI in
Eq. 23 is IQ(

√
γ1 = 0) = 2T .

In the noisy case, since |ψ⟩ is an eigenstate of L̂2,(n)

for ϕ = θ, we recover the optimal noiseless QFI using |ψ⟩
as an input state. A noiseless ancilla qubit is therefore
not needed in this case. For reference, the Bell state
in Eq. 22 also recovers the optimal noiseless QFI since
1
dTr[L̂

†
1,(s)L̂1,(s)] =

1
2 .

B. L̂1,(s) is non-Hermitian and L̂2,(n) is Hermitian

We now consider the case where L̂1,(s) is non-

Hermitian and L̂2,(n) is Hermitian. Without loss of gen-

erality, we can assume that L̂1,(s) = aσ̂+ + bσ̂− and

L̂2,(n) = 1√
2
σ̂z where σ̂± = (σ̂x ± iσ̂y)/2, a ̸= b∗, and

|a|2 + |b|2 = 1. The noiseless QFI is 4T max{|a|2 , |b|2}
since L̂†

1,(s)L̂1,(s) = diag(|b|2, |a|2). The noiseless QFI is

attained, e.g., by |↓⟩ if |a| ≥ |b| and |↑⟩ if |a| < |b|. The
noiseless QFI is recovered in the noisy case with the same
unextended states since they are eigenstates of L̂2,(n).

C. L̂1,(s) is Hermitian and L̂2,(n) is non-Hermitian

We now consider the case where L̂1,(s) is Hermitian

and L̂2,(n) is non-Hermitian. Without loss of general-

ity, let L̂1,(s) = 1√
2
σ̂z and L̂2,(n) = aσ̂+ + bσ̂− where

a ̸= b∗ and |a|2 + |b|2 = 1. The noiseless QFI re-
mains IQ(

√
γ1 = 0) = 2T . The Bell state in Eq. 22

recovers the optimal noiseless QFI for every a, b since
1
2Tr[L̂

†
1,(s)L̂1,(s)] = max|ψ⟩ Var|ψ⟩[L̂1,(s)]. Let us deter-

mine whether we can recover the optimal noiseless QFI
without entanglement. The eigenstates of L̂2,(n) are

|ψ⟩ =
√
|a||↑⟩ ±

√
|b|e 1

2 i[arg(b)−arg(a)]|↓⟩√
|a|+ |b|

.

By Lemma 1, these are the only unextended states with
nonzero QFI equal to

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) = 4T

(
1− 1

1 + 2 |ab|

)
.

There is therefore a gap between the optimal QFI ob-
tained with a Bell state and the optimal unextended QFI
obtained with an eigenstate of L̂2,(n). The size of the gap
depends on the values of a, b as follows:

1. For |a| = |b| = 1√
2
, the gap vanishes and the unex-

tended QFI is optimal.

2. For any 0 < |ab| < 1
2 , the optimal unextended QFI

is suboptimal but nonzero.

3. For a = 0 or b = 0, the optimal unextended QFI
vanishes.

The case of a = 0 and b = 1 such that L̂1,(s) =
1√
2
σ̂z

and L̂2,(n) = σ̂− is of particular practical interest. This
case corresponds to estimating a weak dephasing rate
(T2) [19] and to qubit spectroscopy [12, 14] in the pres-
ence of strong amplitude-damping noise (T1). These re-
sults imply that entanglement is necessary to achieve
nonzero QFI for this sensing task. Hence, T2 estimation
in this regime can be significantly improved by using a
Bell state compared to the standard unextended scheme.
We remark that while this optimal protocol assumes a
noiseless ancilla, we will show later in Sec. IVF that this
assumption can be removed: The same enhancement is
achieved with a parallel strategy that entangles two noisy
qubit probes.

D. L̂1,(s), L̂2,(n) are both non-Hermitian and in-plane

We now consider the case where L̂1,(s) and L̂2,(n) are
non-Hermitian. We can further subdivide this case based
on whether the real and imaginary parts of L̂1,(s) and

L̂2,(n) all lie in the same plane. Let us first consider the
in-plane case where, without loss of generality,

L̂1,(s) = cos(θ1)σ̂+ + sin(θ1)e
iφ1 σ̂−

L̂2,(n) = sin(θ1)e
−iφ1 σ̂+ − cos(θ1)σ̂−.

The noiseless QFI is thus

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) = 4T max{cos2(θ1), sin2(θ1)} (29)

such that the Bell state, which only achieves 2T , is sub-
optimal for θ ̸= (2k + 1)π/4 with k ∈ Z. In comparison,
the optimal QFI in the noisy case is

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) =

4T

max±[cos(θ1)± sin(θ1)]2
(30)

which is attained by preparing either of the two eigen-
states of L̂2,(n) denoted as |λ′j⟩ for j = 1, 2. This implies
that any extended state of the form |ψ⟩ = a1|λ′1, e1⟩ +
a2|λ′2, e2⟩ with |e1⟩ and |e2⟩ orthogonal is also optimal.
There is therefore no gap between the extended and un-
extended cases, however, there is a gap between the op-
timal noisy QFI in Eq. 30 and the optimal noiseless QFI
in Eq. 29 for θ1 ̸= kπ/4 with k ∈ Z as shown in Fig. 4a.
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FIG. 4. (a) QFI versus θ1 for the case of L̂1,(s), L̂2,(n) both
non-Hermitian given in Eq. 32 where ϕ1 = ϕ2 = 0 and θ2 = 0
for the L̂2,(n) in-plane case and θ2 = π/4 in the L̂2,(n) out-
of-plane case. In the in-plane case, an unextended state is
optimal and a gap exists between the noisy and noiseless QFIs.
In the out-of-plane case, there is a transition as θ1 increases
below which an unextended state is optimal and above which
a gap emerges between the optimal unextended and extended
QFIs. (b) For the unextended parallel strategy, the optimal
state allowing for entanglement discontinuously changes from
being separable to highly entangled when the QFI per qubit
equals 2T . (c) Entanglement entropy versus θ1 normalised to
the entanglement entropy of a maximally entangled state.

This result is obtained by direct optimisation of the
QFI over the input state as follows. We parameterise the
reduced density matrix of an arbitrary input state as:

ρ̂S =

(
p reiϕ

re−iϕ 1− p

)
where 0 ≤ r2 ≤ p(1 − p). The QFI in Eq. 25 for this
input state then equals [53]

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) (31)

=
8T
[
(1− p)p− r2

]
1 + (2p− 1) cos(2θ1)− 2r2[1− sin(2θ1) cos(2ϕ)]

.

Maximising this QFI against the state parameters p, r,
and ϕ leads to the optimal QFI in Eq. 30. This optimi-
sation can be done analytically first against r for fixed
values of p and ϕ: the QFI is either constant in r or its
derivative with respect to r2 is never zero such that it
suffices to calculate the QFI on the boundary at r = 0
and r2 = p(1 − p). Taking r = 0 and optimising Eq. 31
over p then yields Eq. 30.

0.5
0.0
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noisy QFI, out-of-plane
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noisy QFI, out-of-plane
unextended
noisy QFI, Bell state
σ̂x, σ̂z plane

FIG. 5. Bloch ball representation of the reduced density ma-
trix of the optimal state for the case of L̂1,(s), L̂2,(n) both non-

Hermitian and L̂2,(n) out-of-plane. The families of optimal
extended states and unextended states are shown for differ-
ent values of θ1 ∈ (0, π/2) where θ2 = π/4 and φ1 = φ2 = 0.
States on the surface of the Bloch ball are unextended, states
inside the Bloch ball are extended, and states at the origin
are maximally entangled such as the Bell state. Starting at
θ1 = 0, the optimal state is |↑⟩ which is shown at the North
pole of the Bloch ball. The optimal state remains unextended
for increasing values of θ1 and rotates down the σ̂x, σ̂z plane
until a transition point determined by θ2 = π/4 is reached
after which the optimal state becomes extended and increas-
ingly entangled until it reaches a maximally entangled state
when θ1 = π/4. The behaviour is then symmetric about
θ1 = π/4.

E. L̂1,(s), L̂2,(n) are both non-Hermitian and

L̂2,(n) is out-of-plane

We now consider the case where L̂1,(s) and L̂2,(n) are

non-Hermitian but the real and imaginary parts of L̂1,(s)

and L̂2,(n) do not lie in the same plane. Without loss of
generality,

L̂1,(s) = cos(θ1)σ̂+ + sin(θ1)e
iφ1 σ̂− (32)

L̂2,(n) = cos(θ2)[sin(θ1)e
−iφ1 σ̂+ − cos(θ1)σ̂−]

+
1√
2
sin(θ2)e

iφ2 σ̂z.

The noiseless QFI is still given in Eq. 29 and the Bell
state still achieves 2T , but the remaining results from
the previous case are different. As in the in-plane case,
we want to optimise the QFI against the initial state pa-
rameters (p, r, ϕ) for any given values of (θ1, θ2, φ1, φ2).
The expression of the QFI in this case is too verbose to
optimise analytically and thus we determine the optimal
state numerically instead. As shown in Fig. 4a, a gap in
the QFI exists in parts of the (θ1, θ2, φ1, φ2) parameter
space, not just between the noiseless and noisy cases as
seen for θ2 = 0, but also between the unextended and
extended cases. This means that entanglement is some-
times necessary to achieve the maximum QFI. The op-



12

timal state transitions from the unextended state to the
Bell state as shown in Fig. 4c and Fig. 5.

F. Unextended parallel strategy

We now consider the unextended parallel strategy
shown in Fig. 1f with M = 2. Compared to the previous
case shown in Fig. 1b, the noiseless ancilla is replaced
by a copy of the system that is coupled independently to
the same signal and noise. Experimentally, we have two
copies of the same probe device which we can entangle
with each other and perform joint measurements of. We
model this as K = 2 local signal operators and N = 2 lo-
cal noise operators and focus on the unextended states of
this two-qubit system. Since we can always prepare the
two noisy qubits in a separable state, the optimal QFI
per qubit of this unextended parallel strategy (Fig. 1f)
is always at least the optimal QFI of the unextended
measure-and-reset strategy (Fig. 1e).

We previously required access to a noiseless ancilla to
achieve the optimal QFI for the case of Hermitian L̂1,(s)

and non-Hermitian L̂2,(n) (Sec. IVC). We observed that
for |a| ̸= |b|, there was a gap between the optimal un-
extended QFI and the optimal QFI attained by the Bell
state. We want to compare this now to the parallel strat-
egy. Without loss of generality, the signal operators are

L̂j,(s) = 1√
2
σ̂
(j)
z for j = 1, 2 where σ̂

(j)
z acts on the jth

qubit and the noise operators are L̂j+2,(n) = aσ̂
(j)
+ +bσ̂

(j)
−

for j = 1, 2 where |a|2 + |b|2 = 1 and |a| ̸= |b|. The
optimal noiseless QFI is 4T by Eq. 23 which should be
normalised to a QFI per qubit of 2T . By Eq. D1, this
noiseless QFI per qubit is recovered by a Bell state since
each covariance between a signal and a noise vanishes.
This means that a Bell state of two noisy qubit probes is
optimal in this case and access to noiseless ancilla is not
required.

Revisiting the practical problem with a = 0 and b = 1
of sensing a weak dephasing rate (T2) in the presence
of strong amplitude-damping noise (T1), this result im-
plies that we can overcome the vanishing QFI using a
Bell state of two noisy qubit probes without requiring
noiseless ancilla. Intuitively, the Bell state of the two
probes allows quantum error detection of the amplitude-
damping noises to differentiate them from the signals.

We also required access to a noiseless ancilla in
Sec. IVE where both L̂1,(s) and L̂2,(n) were non-
Hermitian but their real and imaginary parts did not lie
in the same plane. In the parallel case, without loss of
generality, the signal operators are

L̂j,(s) = cos(θ1)σ̂
(j)
+ + sin(θ1)e

iφ1 σ̂
(j)
−

where j = 1, 2 and the noise operators are

L̂j+2,(n) = cos(θ2)[sin(θ1)e
−iφ1 σ̂

(j)
+ − cos(θ1)σ̂

(j)
− ]

+
1√
2
sin(θ2)e

iφ2 σ̂(j)
z .

In the noiseless case, by Eq. 23 and Eq. 29, the optimal
QFI per qubit is

1

2
IQ(

√
γ1 = 0) = 4T max{cos2(θ), sin2(θ)}

and the Bell state only achieves a QFI per qubit of 2T .
We numerically optimise the noisy QFI per qubit from
Eq. D1 over the initial state allowing for entanglement
and compare this to the QFI per qubit of a product
state of the eigenstates of L̂3,(n) and L̂4,(n). As shown in
Fig. 4b, we observe a discontinuity in the optimal state
versus θ1 as the optimal state is separable until the QFI
per qubit equals 2T and the optimal state becomes highly
entangled. These highly entangled states maintain a QFI
per qubit of 2T and are not necessarily Bell states or the
extended states from the previous case. The optimal QFI
of the out-of-plane extended state in Fig. 4a is greater
than the QFI per qubit of these entangled states although
they outperform the separable states. This demonstrates
the expected hierarchy of metrology strategies since the
extended sequential strategy in Fig. 1a can simulate the
unextended parallel strategy in Fig. 1f which can itself
simulate the unextended measure-and-reset strategy in
Fig. 1e, respectively.

G. Hierarchy of metrological strategies

Let us now summarise the hierarchy of metrological
strategies for the single qubit case. Let denote the opti-
mal noiseless QFI as Inoiseless

Q and the optimal noisy QFI

as Ioptimal
Q , both corresponding to an extended sequen-

tial strategy with fast and precise control (Fig. 1a) which
we have shown in Theorem 1 is attained by an extended
measure-and-reset strategy (Fig. 1b). Let us also denote
the optimal QFI with an unextended measure-and-reset
strategy (Fig. 1e) as Iunextended

Q , where we have not de-
termined whether this attains the QFI of the optimal
unextended sequential strategy (Fig. 1d). Finally, let us
denote the optimal QFI per qubit with an unextended

parallel measure-and-reset strategy (Fig. 1f) as Iparallel
Q .

The hierarchy of metrological strategies for a single qubit
then depends on whether L̂1,(s) and L̂2,(n) are each Her-
mitian or non-Hermitian as follows:

1. L̂2,(n) is Hermitian and L̂1,(s) is Hermitian or non-
Hermitian (Sec. IVA or Sec. IVB, respectively):

Iunextended
Q = Iparallel

Q = Ioptimal
Q = Inoiseless

Q .

2. L̂2,(n) is non-Hermitian and L̂1,(s) is Hermitian
(Sec. IVC):

Iunextended
Q ≤ Iparallel

Q = Ioptimal
Q = Inoiseless

Q .

3. L̂1,(s), L̂2,(n) are non-Hermitian and in-plane
(Sec. IVD):

Iunextended
Q = Iparallel

Q = Ioptimal
Q ≤ Inoiseless

Q .
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4. L̂1,(s), L̂2,(n) are non-Hermitian and L̂2,(n) out-of-
plane (Sec. IVE):

Iunextended
Q ≤ Iparallel

Q ≤ Ioptimal
Q ≤ Inoiseless

Q .

For each of the above inequalities (i.e. ≤), we have ex-
amples where it becomes a strict inequality (i.e. <) or an
equality (i.e. =).

V. MANY QUBITS

We now consider some applications for n qubits and
discuss first the detection of correlated noise, focusing
on correlated dephasing and decay, and then the general
Pauli Lindblad estimation problem.

A. Correlated dephasing and decay

With correlated signals and noises, such as correlated
dephasing and decay, we can restrict ourselves to the n+1
dimensional subspace of symmetric pure states in the un-
extended case. This is different from the unextended par-
allel case shown in Fig. 1f which represents uncorrelated
local dephasing and decay.

Finding optimal estimation strategies of correlated de-
phasing and decay is relevant for various platforms and
applications. Correlated dephasing appears due to laser
noise [17, 54, 55] and in nano-scale nuclear magnetic res-
onance and spectroscopy problems [12, 14]. Correlated
decay appears in various scenarios [56] such as superra-
diant lasers [57], Dicke-driven phase transitions [58], and
chiral spin networks [59]. For each of these applications,
we know that the measure-and-reset strategy is optimal.
We thus only need to determine the optimal initial state
in each case.

For example, consider sensing correlated decay L̂1,(s) =

Ĵ− in the presence of correlated amplification L̂2,(n) = Ĵ+

and dephasing L̂3,(n) = Ĵz such that we want to optimise
Eq. D1. Here, the collective spin operators are defined by

Ĵj =
1
2

∑n
k=1 σ̂

(k)
j for j = x, y, z and Ĵ± = Ĵx±iĴy. Since

(Ĵ−)j,j−1 =
√
j(n+ 1− j), then (Ĵ+Ĵ−)j,k = δjk(j +

1)(n− j) and the optimal state is thus the jth eigenstate

of Ĵz where j = (n− 1)/2 and the QFI is 4T (n+1)2 if n
is odd or j = n/2, n/2−1 and the QFI equals 4Tn(n+2)
if n is even. The QFI grows quadratically in the number
of correlated sensors n but only linearly in the total time
T .

In comparison, to sense correlated dephasing along
L̂1,(s) = Ĵz in the presence of amplitude damping

L̂2,(n) = Ĵ− and amplification L̂3,(n) = Ĵ+ as well as

dephasing along Ĵx and Ĵy, the optimal state for n > 1

is (|Ĵz = n/2⟩+ |Ĵz = −n/2⟩)/
√
2. This state maximises

the variance of Ĵz and its images under the noises are or-
thogonal such that it recovers the noiseless QFI of Tn2.

In more complicated cases than these two examples,
we can instead use an SDP to find the optimal state.

B. Pauli Lindblad estimation

Let us now consider the full 2n dimensional space of
pure states of n qubits. We assume that each jump opera-
tor L̂ is an n-qubit Pauli operator, i.e. a tensor product of
n single qubit Pauli operators including the identity, such
that it is Hermitian (L̂† = L̂) and involutory (L̂2 = Î).
We also assume that all of the signal and noise jump
operators, {L̂j,(s)}Kj=1 and {L̂j,(n)}K+N

j=K+1, correspond to
different Pauli operators and thus are pairwise orthogo-
nal. There are 4n−1 traceless orthogonal Pauli operators.
The Pauli weight of a given Pauli operator is the num-
ber of non-identity Pauli operators it contains such that
there are 3n traceless orthogonal Pauli operators with a
Pauli weight of n.
This Pauli structure simplifies the analysis and leads

to the following result about the QFI in the extended
case:

Claim 1. For any set of Pauli jump operators, the noise-
less QFI can be recovered by the extended measure-and-
reset strategy with a Bell state.

This claim can be shown as follows. By Eq. 23,
the noiseless QFI is 4KT . The noisy QFI of a Bell
state given in Eq. 22 then recovers this value because

Tr[L̂†
j,(s)L̂j,(s)] = d for each signal Pauli operator. This

can be understood similarly to superdense coding as the
initial Bell state and its up to 4n − 1 images under the
different Pauli operators are all pairwise orthogonal.
In the unextended case, however, Claim 1 does not

hold. For example, for a single qubit and sensing L̂1,(s) =

σ̂x in the presence of L̂2,(n) = σ̂y and L̂3,(n) = σ̂z, the un-
extended QFI vanishes. This is because the unextended
initial state and its two images under the noises always
span the two-dimensional space since the state cannot
be a simultaneous eigenstate of σ̂y and σ̂z. While the
general sufficient and necessary conditions for attaining
the noiseless QFI or for the noisy QFI vanishing are un-
known in the unextended case, we now provide a couple
of examples where the performance can be evaluated:

Example 1. If the Pauli weight of the signal operator
is strictly greater than the maximum Pauli weight of the
noise operators, then the noiseless QFI can be recovered
by preparing an unextended product state.

We prove this result in Appendix G. For example, if

sensing L̂1,(s) = σ̂
(1)
x σ̂

(2)
x in the presence of all six local

noise operators of two qubits, then preparing an unex-
tended product state |↑⟩⊗ |↑⟩ recovers the noiseless QFI.
Here, we restrict to one signal operator (K = 1) while
Claim 1 applies for any K ≥ 1. Alternatively, the noise-
less QFI can always be recovered in the commuting case:

Example 2. For any commuting set of Pauli jump op-
erators, the noiseless QFI can be recovered by the unex-
tended measure-and-reset strategy.
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FIG. 6. QFI for stochastic waveform estimation versus the
average occupation number per mode of the initial state.
(a) In the noiseless case without control, the upper bound
on the QFI for any initial state is attained by an SMSV state.
(b) For a loss of 10%, the QFI without control is bounded
at 20 and attained by a Gottesman-Kitaev-Preskill (GKP)
state [60]. In comparison, the QFI with fast and precise con-
trol is unbounded and attained by a Fock state. The noiseless
QFI is not recovered, however, as shown in panel (a). We omit
the factor of T in the QFI with control. (Figure adapted from
Fig. 4 of Ref. [1].)

This result can be shown as follows. Claim 1 implies
that a Bell state recovers the noiseless QFI and Eq. 26 im-
plies that the ancilla is not required for the commuting
Hermitian case. This means that a uniform superposi-

tion |ψ⟩ = 1√
d

∑d
j=1|ej⟩ in the simultaneous eigenbasis

{|ej⟩}dj=1 recovers the noiseless QFI.

VI. STOCHASTIC WAVEFORM ESTIMATION

Let us consider stochastic waveform estimation using
a linear quantum device, where we want to estimate the
power spectral density of some continuous random vari-
able y(t) in time t by measuring an outgoing bosonic
mode from the device. This scenario describes several
fundamental physics experiments including searches for
quantum gravity, stochastic gravitational waves, and ax-
ionic dark matter. In Ref. [1], the problem of stochastic
waveform estimation in the vanishing signal limit was
shown to be equivalent to the problem studied here of
estimating

√
γ1 for L̂1,(s) = x̂ which is a random dis-

placement channel along p̂. Here, given the annihilation
operator â of a single harmonic oscillator, the quadrature
operators are x̂ = (â + â†)/

√
2 and p̂ = (−iâ + iâ†)/

√
2

such that a generalised quadrature at angle θ is given by
x̂θ = cos(θ)x̂+sin(θ)p̂. The signal and noise processes in
Ref. [1], however, were modelled in separate stages and
fast and precise control of the device was not considered.
We now assume that fast and precise control is possible
on timescales for which the signal remains stochastic.

Let us first consider the noiseless case. By Eq. 24, the
noiseless QFI is unbounded as Var|ψ⟩[x̂] can be made ar-
bitrarily large by preparing, e.g., a single-mode squeezed

vacuum (SMSV) state as shown in Fig. 6a. Given a con-
straint on the average number ⟨ψ|n̂|ψ⟩ = n̄ where the
number operator is n̂ = â†â, then an SMSV state has
Var|ψ⟩[x̂] = n̄ + 1

2 +
√
n̄(n̄+ 1) and is optimal [1]. The

noiseless QFI is thus 8n̄T in the high energy limit of
large n̄ ≫ 1. In comparison, if n̄ ∈ Z, then the Fock
state |n̂ = n̄⟩ such that n̂|n̂ = n̄⟩ = n̄|n̂ = n̄⟩ has
Var|n̂=n̄⟩[x̂] = n̄ + 1

2 and thus a noiseless QFI of 4n̄T
in the high energy limit as shown in Fig. 6a.
Let us now consider the case of a single noise source.

We prove the following claim:

Claim 2. The optimal QFI with fast and precise control
for sensing a random displacement channel generated by
a quadrature x̂θ in the presence of loss â or gain â† is
2(n̄+1)T or 2n̄T , respectively, given a constraint on the
average number per mode of ⟨ψ|n̂|ψ⟩ = n̄. This QFI is
doubled if sensing isotropic random displacements gen-
erated by x̂ and p̂. The QFI is achieved by a measure-
and-reset strategy for any initial state |ψ⟩ that satisfies
the following necessary and sufficient condition:

⟨ψ|â|ψ⟩ = ⟨ψ|â2|ψ⟩ = 0. (33)

Examples of optimal protocols include continuously
preparing a Fock state (if n̄ ∈ Z) or a finite superposition
of Fock states or a binomial code state (if n̄ /∈ Z) and per-
forming a number-resolving measurement. Alternatively,
preparing a two-mode squeezed vacuum (TMSV) state
and performing number-resolving measurements of the
system and noiseless ancilla is also optimal.

This claim can be proved as follows. We showed in
Sec. II C that only the component of L̂1,(s) orthogonal

to L̂2,(n) contributes to the QFI. The component of x̂θ
orthogonal to â is â†/

√
2 up to a complex phase factor

eiθ which does not affect the QFI. The QFI in Eq. 25 for
L̂1,(s) = â†/

√
2 and L̂2,(n) = â is

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) (34)

= 2T max
|ψ⟩

(
n̄+ 1− |⟨ψ|â|ψ⟩|2 − |⟨ψ|â2|ψ⟩ − ⟨ψ|â|ψ⟩2|2

n̄− |⟨ψ|â|ψ⟩|2

)
.

This equals 2(n̄ + 1)T for a fixed ⟨ψ|n̂|ψ⟩ = n̄ and is
attained by a given state |ψ⟩ if and only if it satisfies the
condition in Eq. 33. If n̄ ∈ Z, then a Fock state |n̂ = n̄⟩
suffices. If n̄ /∈ Z, then, for example, we can instead
prepare the following state

|ψ⟩ =
√
1− n̄

n⋆
|n̂ = 0⟩+

√
n̄

n⋆
|n̂ = n⋆⟩

where n⋆ = max{3, ⌈n̄⌉}. Any binomial code state [61]
|ψ⟩ =

∑∞
n=0 cn|n̂ = qn+r⟩ with q, r ∈ Z satisfying q ≥ 3,

0 ≤ r < q, and n̄ = r+ q
∑∞
n=0 n |cn|

2
is also optimal. In

the extended case, a TMSV state given by

|ψ⟩ = 1

cosh(r)

∞∑
k=0

[
−eiϕ tanh(r)

]k |n̂ = k⟩|n̂ = k⟩
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is optimal and requires continuously performing a
number-resolving measurement of the system and ancilla.
Similarly, the QFI in the presence of a gain â† is

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) (35)

= 2T max
|ψ⟩

(
n̄− |⟨ψ|â|ψ⟩|2 − |⟨ψ|â2|ψ⟩ − ⟨ψ|â|ψ⟩2|2

n̄+ 1− |⟨ψ|â|ψ⟩|2

)
which equals 2n̄T and Eq. 33 remains the optimality con-
dition such that the same states above are optimal. Fi-
nally, for the K = 2, N = 1 isotropic case of L̂1,(s) = x̂

and L̂2,(s) = p̂ in the presence of L̂3,(n) = â or â†, the
total QFI in Eq. 25 sums the QFI from each signal oper-
ator. This proves Claim 2.

With fast and precise control, the QFI in the presence
of loss or gain is thus unbounded and goes as 2n̄T for
n̄ ≫ 1 but does not recover the noiseless QFI of 8n̄T
as shown in Fig. 6 for a loss. Without fast and precise
control, however, the QFI for any state is bounded [1] as
shown in Fig. 6b. Fast and precise control can therefore
significantly increase the sensitivity of stochastic wave-
form estimation compared to the case without control.

In comparison to the optimal states above, preparing
an SMSV state yields vanishing QFI in the presence of
loss or gain, even with fast and precise control. This
result has been previously observed in the case without
fast and precise control for a fixed nonzero loss in the
weak signal limit [1]. With fast and precise control, the
QFI in the presence of loss in Eq. 34 or gain in Eq. 35
vanishes since ⟨ψ|â|ψ⟩ = 0 but |⟨ψ|â2|ψ⟩|2 = n̄(n̄+1) for
the SMSV state.

Other noise sources are also relevant to experiments
sensing, e.g., random displacements generated by x̂, such
as parallel classical noise x̂ and perpendicular classical
noise p̂. The orthogonal component of x̂ is zero for par-
allel classical noise and nonzero for perpendicular classi-
cal noise. This implies that the QFI in the presence of
parallel classical noise vanishes, and that with fast and
precise control the QFI in the presence of perpendicular
classical noise recovers the noiseless QFI using an SMSV
state since Cov|ψ⟩[x̂, p̂] = 0. Without fast and precise
control, however, the QFI in the presence of perpendicu-
lar classical noise vanishes for an SMSV state with fixed
energy in the weak signal limit [1]. This again shows how
fast and precise control can improve stochastic waveform
estimation.

Let us now interrogate our assumption of fast and pre-
cise control for stochastic waveform estimation. This re-
quirement is stringent: we must perform projective mea-
surements and re-initialise the state of the device on the
timescale of t satisfying Eq. 12 before a second jump of
the noise operators occurs. For example, if a single pho-
ton is lost from the differential mode of the arms of an
optical interferometer, then we need to respond and re-
initialise the state before a second photon is lost. This
demand is beyond the present and projected capabilities
of optical interferometry experiments such as searching
for stochastic gravitational waves with the Laser Inter-
ferometric Gravitational-wave Observatory (LIGO) [2–4]

or quantum gravity with the Gravity from the Quantum
Entanglement of Space-Time (GQuEST) future exper-
iment [7]. Our results in the fast and precise control
limit establish the best possible performance of these in-
terferometric devices but do not reflect their attainable
near-future performance. We will discuss later possible
future work to close this gap and determine the optimal
near-future performance of these interferometers under
more realistic assumptions.
A more promising application of our present results is

to search for ultra-light dark matter such as axions us-
ing a superconducting microwave cavity in a static mag-
netic field [8–10, 62–66]. In the fast and precise control
limit, we consider operating the device on a timescale
shorter than the noise processes but still longer than the
coherence time of the axion such that the signal remains
stochastic [67]. The stochastic signal appears isotropi-
cally in the x̂ and p̂ quadratures such that the QFI in
the presence of loss â is 4(n̄ + 1)T and is attained, e.g.,
by continuously preparing a Fock state and performing a
number-resolving measurement by Claim 2. The ability
to prepare highly non-Gaussian states in the microwave
domain [10, 68, 69] is encouraging for eventually reach-
ing the fast and precise control limit as technology further
improves.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have investigated the fast and pre-
cise control limit of Lindblad estimation using a quantum
device. This limit was previously well-understood for
Hamiltonian estimation, i.e. sensing a deterministic sig-
nal, but not for probing a weak stochastic signal. Several
diverse fundamental physics searches look for stochas-
tic signals, from stochastic gravitational waves to axionic
dark matter, and so understanding this limit is crucial
to establishing the ultimate sensitivity that these devices
may reach. We showed that the optimal strategy is to
rapidly project the quantum state onto a basis formed
from the initial state and orthogonalised images of the
initial state under each Lindblad jump operator and then
re-initialise the state if a jump is recorded. This is a
significant departure from Hamiltonian estimation where
the signal should be allowed to coherently build up rather
than rapidly measured. We demonstrated this result for
sensing a stochastic signal with a single qubit and found
a gap between the sensitivity in the noiseless and noisy
cases and another gap between the performance with and
without entanglement depending on the geometry of the
jump operators. We also investigated sensing a stochas-
tic signal with many qubits and Lindblad estimation of
Pauli operators. Finally, we discussed the feasibility and
benefits of reaching the fast and precise control limit for
stochastic waveform estimation.
There are several possible avenues for future work. On

a fundamental level, investigating the multi-parameter
estimation of different weak decay rates, the effect of a
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nuisance Hamiltonian term, and the M > 2 extended
parallel strategy shown in Fig. 1c for the qubit case
may be interesting. Additionally, it would be useful to
know whether the unextended measure-and-reset strat-
egy shown in Fig. 1e is the optimal unextended fast and
precise control strategy shown in Fig. 1d for Lindblad
estimation as we have only proven this for the extended
case. Meanwhile, on a practical level, it may be valuable
to consider weaker strategies than fast and precise con-
trol. For example, in optical interferometers it is difficult
to measure and reset the state as fast as the time taken
to lose a single photon. However, it may be possible to
control the state on longer timescales such that the noise
may jump multiple times but the weak signal may only
jump once. Similarly, it may be fruitful to investigate
the optimal strategy when restricted to weaker controls
than projectively measuring and resetting.
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Appendix A: Proof that Theorem 1 is an
upper bound

We want to show the upper bound on the QFI with
fast and precise control given in Theorem 1 by calculat-
ing the minimum in Eq. 16. We may use the minimax
theorem since the argument is concave in ρ̂ and convex

in {c⃗j}Kj=1 [70]. This implies that Eq. 16 becomes

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0)

≤ 4T max
ρ̂

min
{c⃗j}K

j=1

Tr[ρ̂

K∑
j=1

Â†
jÂj ]

= 4T max
|ψ⟩

K∑
j=1

min
c⃗j

⟨ψ|(L̂j,(s) − c⃗Tj L)
†(L̂j,(s) − c⃗Tj L)|ψ⟩

(A1)

where we replaced the density matrix ρ̂ by the extended
pure state |ψ⟩ that purifies it such that ρ̂ = TrA[|ψ⟩⟨ψ|].

We now want to show that Eq. A1 is equivalent to
Theorem 1. This proof can be done in two different ways.
The first way is to differentiate Eq. A1 with respect to

c⃗†j , which yields that the minimum is achieved at

c⃗j = ⟨ψ|L∗LT|ψ⟩−1⟨ψ|L∗L̂j,(s)|ψ⟩. (A2)

For example, in the noiseless case this means that c⃗j =

⟨ψ|L̂j,(s)|ψ⟩. Substituting this value for c⃗j in Eq. 16 and
using Eq. 19 then shows that the QFI is upper bounded
as given in Theorem 1. The second way is to rewrite
Eq. A1 as follows:

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) ≤ 4T max

|ψ⟩

K∑
j=1

min
c⃗j

||(L̂j,(s) − c⃗Tj L)|ψ⟩||2

such that for every |ψ⟩ and j, we want to find

minc⃗j ||(L̂j,(s) − c⃗Tj L)|ψ⟩||2. By splitting the identity

into projections onto orthogonal subspaces with Î =
Π̂ + (Î − Π̂), we can show that

min
c⃗j

||(L̂j,(s) − c⃗Tj L)|ψ⟩||2

= min
c⃗j

||(Π̂L̂j,(s) − c⃗Tj L)|ψ⟩||2 + ||(Î − Π̂)L̂j,(s)|ψ⟩||2

= ⟨ψ|L̂†
j,(s)(Î − Π̂)L̂j,(s)|ψ⟩

where the last equality is obtained by choosing c⃗j such

that c⃗Tj L|ψ⟩ = Π̂L̂j,(s)|ψ⟩. This again proves that Theo-
rem 1 is an upper bound.

Appendix B: Proof that Theorem 1 can be achieved

We want to show that the QFI for the measure-and-
reset strategy with multiple signal and noise sources
achieves the ultimate sensitivity limit in Theorem 1. By
Eq. 10, the signal-free density matrix is

lim√
γ1→0

ρ̂′ ≈ ρ̂+

K+N∑
j=K+1

γjtLj,(n)(ρ̂)
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such that its matrix elements in the {|j⟩}K+N
j=0 basis are

⟨0| lim√
γ1→0

ρ̂′|0⟩ = 1−
K+N∑
j=K+1

γjt

j∑
k=K+1

|cj,k|2

⟨j| lim√
γ1→0

ρ̂′|k⟩ = 0

⟨j| lim√
γ1→0

ρ̂′|0⟩ = −1

2

K+N∑
k=K+1

γkt⟨j|L̂†
k,(n)L̂k,(n)|0⟩

⟨j′| lim√
γ1→0

ρ̂′|k′⟩ =
K+N∑

l=max{j′,k′}

γltcl,j′c
∗
l,k′

⟨j′| lim√
γ1→0

ρ̂′|k⟩ = 0

⟨j′| lim√
γ1→0

ρ̂′|0⟩ =
K+N∑
k=K+1

γkt

(
c∗k,0⟨j′|L̂k,(n)|0⟩

−
⟨j′|L̂†

k,(n)L̂k,(n)|0⟩
2

)

(B1)

where 1 ≤ j, k ≤ K and K + 1 ≤ j′, k′ ≤ K + N
for the free indices above. Let us find the eigenvectors
{|λj⟩}K+N

j=0 of this matrix since they form the optimal
measurement basis by Eq. 5. Firstly, let us try the fol-
lowing ansatz

|λ0⟩ = |0⟩+ t

K+N∑
j=1

a0,j |j⟩, λ0 = ⟨0| lim√
γ1→0

ρ̂′|0⟩

such that the eigenvector equation is(
lim√
γ1→0

ρ̂′ − λ0Î

)
|λ0⟩ =

K+N∑
j=1

(
⟨j| lim√

γ1→0
ρ̂′|0⟩ − a0,jt

)
|j⟩

which is zero if a0,j = ⟨j| lim√
γ1→0 ρ̂

′|0⟩/t for j =
1, . . . ,K + N . Secondly, let us try the following ansatz
for j = 1, . . . ,K

|λj⟩ =
K∑
k=1

a′j,k|k⟩+ t

K+N∑
k=0

aj,k|k⟩, λj = 0

such that the eigenvector equation is

lim√
γ1→0

ρ̂′|λj⟩ =

(
aj,0t+

K∑
k=1

a′j,k⟨0| lim√
γ1→0

ρ̂′|k⟩

)
|0⟩

which is zero if

aj,0 = −
K∑
k=1

a′j,k
⟨0| lim√

γ1→0 ρ̂
′|k⟩

t
.

This means that there is a degenerate K-dimensional
subspace of eigenvectors with eigenvalue zero for which
we may freely choose which to project onto. Without loss

of generality, we choose the eigenvectors which are O(t)
perturbations of the {|j⟩}Kj=1 states such that

|λj⟩ = |j⟩+ t

K+N∑
k=0

aj,k|k⟩, λj = 0

where aj,0 = −⟨0| lim√
γ1→0 ρ̂

′|j⟩/t for j = 1, . . . ,K. The
remaining N eigenvectors, corresponding to the noisy
subspace, are orthogonal to {|λj⟩}Kj=0 such that they are
of the following form for j = K + 1, . . . ,K +N

|λj⟩ =
K+N∑
k=K+1

a′j,k|k⟩+ t

K+N∑
k=0

aj,k|k⟩.

Unlike the first K+1 eigenvectors which are O(t) pertur-
bations of the initial state and signal eigenbasis {|j⟩}Kj=1,
these last N eigenvectors are not O(t) perturbations of

{|j⟩}K+N
j=K+1 and are not necessarily degenerate.

We now calculate the probabilities pj = Tr [|λj⟩⟨λj |ρ̂′]
of projecting ρ̂′ onto this optimal measurement basis.
The first K + 1 probabilities are equal to the corre-
sponding diagonal elements of ρ̂′, i.e. pj = ⟨j|ρ̂′|j⟩ for
j = 0, 1, . . . ,K. Since p0 has a constant term, its con-
tribution to the CFI in Eq. 2 vanishes. Meanwhile, the
probabilities for j = 1, . . . ,K are

pj = γ1t

K∑
k=j

|ck,j |2 (B2)

= γ1t⟨ψ|L̂†
j,(s)(Î − Π̂)L̂j,(s)|ψ⟩

such that the sum of their contributions to the CFI in
Eq. 2 equals the QFI in Theorem 1 after multiplying
by the number of measurements M = T/t. Moreover,
all of the information about

√
γ1 comes from projecting

onto the combined noise-free signal subspace with Î −
Π̂ =

∑K
j=1|j⟩⟨j|, i.e. we do not need to differentiate the

different signals since the decay rate is common.
We now need to show that the remaining probabili-

ties pj for j = K + 1, . . . ,K + N from the noisy N -
dimensional subspace contribute no information in the
limit of

√
γ1 → 0. These probabilities only depend on the

constant coefficients a′j,k of |λj⟩ and thus on the ⟨j′|ρ̂′|k′⟩
matrix elements where K+1 ≤ j′, k′ ≤ K+N , such that
pj for j = K + 1, . . . ,K +N can be shown to equal

γ1t

K∑
m=1

∣∣∣∣∣
K+N∑
k=K+1

c∗m,ka
′
j,k

∣∣∣∣∣
2

+

K+N∑
m=K+1

γmt

∣∣∣∣∣
m∑

k=K+1

c∗m,ka
′
j,k

∣∣∣∣∣
2

The contribution to the CFI in Eq. 2 corresponding
to pj vanishes provided that the second term above is
nonzero. That is, if |

∑m
k=K+1 c

∗
m,ka

′
j,k|2 is nonzero for

at least one m = K + 1, . . . ,K + N . Let us show
that this must be the case since otherwise we will find
a contradiction if we try to set this term to zero for all
m = K+1, . . . ,K+N . Firstly, consider m = K+1 such
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that |c∗K+1,K+1a
′
j,K+1|2 = 0 if and only if a′j,K+1 = 0

since we assume that cj,j ̸= 0 without loss of gener-
ality. Then, consider m = K + 2 such that the term
is |c∗K+2,K+2a

′
j,K+2|2 given a′j,K+1 = 0, which then de-

mands that a′j,K+2 = 0 too. This process continues sim-
ilarly with the m = K + 3 term and so on up to the
m = K +N term with a′j,m = 0 required at each stage.
Since |λj⟩ is normalised, however, a′j,m ̸= 0 for at least
onem = K+1, . . . ,K+N such that this process must fail
and thus the contribution to the CFI from pj vanishes.

Projecting onto {|j⟩}K+N
j=0 instead of {|λj⟩}K+N

j=0 yields
the same CFI since the only differences between the two
bases, i.e. O(t) perturbations and a rotation of the noisy
subspace, do not affect the CFI to leading order. This
completes the proof of Theorem 1.

Appendix C: Optimal initial states

We establish here the sufficient and necessary condi-
tions for a state ρ̂ to be optimal. Let the solution of the
SDP in Eq. 16 be c⃗j,min such that Âj,min = L̂j − c⃗Tj,minL
for 1 ≤ j ≤ K. A state ρ̂ is then optimal if and only if it
satisfies the following conditions:

(I) The support of ρ̂ lies within the eigenspace of the

maximal eigenvalue of
∑K
j=1 Â

†
j,minÂj,min.

(II) For any signal index 1 ≤ j ≤ K and noise index

K + 1 ≤ k ≤ K + N , then Tr[ρ̂Âj,min] = 0 and

Tr[ρ̂L̂†
k,(n)Âj,min] = 0 hold.

These conditions can be proven as a special case of the
conditions found in Ref. [28], however, we now present a
self-contained derivation for our problem. ρ̂ is an optimal
initial state if and only if it satisfies:

Tr

ρ̂ K∑
j=1

Â†
j,minÂj,min

 = max
ϱ̂

min
c⃗

Tr

ϱ̂ K∑
j=1

Â†
jÂj


(C1)

= min
c⃗

max
ϱ̂

Tr

ϱ̂ K∑
j=1

Â†
jÂj


(C2)

Condition (I) guarantees that ρ̂ and c⃗min saturate Eq. C2.
We have shown that ρ̂ and c⃗min saturate Eq. C1 if and
only if Aj,min|ψ⟩ is orthogonal to |ψ⟩ and L̂k,(n)|ψ⟩ for
every K + 1 ≤ k ≤ K +N where |ψ⟩ is a purification of
ρ̂. This is exactly Condition (II).

Appendix D: QFI with two sources of noise

In the case where there are K signals and two noises
L̂K+1,(n) and L̂K+2,(n), the QFI in Theorem 1 is

IQ(
√
γ1 = 0) = 4T max

|ψ⟩

K∑
j=1

f|ψ⟩(L̂j,(s), L̂K+1,(n), L̂K+2,(n)).

(D1)

Here, the function f|ψ⟩ is defined as

f|ψ⟩(L̂j,(s), L̂K+1,(n), L̂K+2,(n))

= Var|ψ⟩[L̂j,(s)]−

∣∣∣Cov|ψ⟩[L̂K+1,(n), L̂j,(s)]
∣∣∣2

Var|ψ⟩[L̂K+1,(n)]

−

∣∣∣Cov|ψ⟩[L̂K+2,(n), L̂j,(s)]− ζ
∣∣∣2

Var|ψ⟩[L̂K+2,(n)]− ξ

where ζ and ξ are given by

ζ =
Cov|ψ⟩[L̂K+2,(n), L̂K+1,(n)]Cov|ψ⟩[L̂K+1,(n), L̂j,(s)]

Var|ψ⟩[L̂K+1,(n)]

ξ =

∣∣∣Cov|ψ⟩[L̂K+1,(n), L̂K+2,(n)]
∣∣∣2

Var|ψ⟩[L̂K+1,(n)]

The second term in f|ψ⟩ removes the L̂K+1,(n) component
of the signal and is the same as the case of a single noise
operator in Eq. 25. The third term in f|ψ⟩ then removes

the remaining L̂K+2,(n) component of the signal that is

orthogonal to the L̂K+1,(n) component already removed.

Appendix E: Noiseless case with finite signal

We now discuss the noiseless case of sensing a finite
signal as discussed in Sec. II E. We want to show that
the QFI for a finite signal is the same as in the vanishing
signal limit, provided that all of the signal jump operators
are Hermitian. The proof is analogous to the vanishing
signal case. Compared to Eq. 13, the Kraus operators
from Eq. 11 are now

K =


Î − t

2γ1
∑K
k=1 L̂

†
k,(s)L̂k,(s)√

γ1tL̂1,(s)

...√
γ1tL̂K,(s)



K̇ =


−t√γ1

∑K
k=1 L̂

†
k,(s)L̂k,(s)

L̂1,(s)

√
t

...

L̂K,(s)
√
t

 .
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We choose the same gauge as the vanishing signal limit
in Eq. 14:

h =

(
0 g†

g 0K,K

)
, g = −i

√
t

 c1
...
cK


such that K̇− ihK now equals Eq. 15 plus higher order
corrections in time t as follows:

K̇− ihK =


0

L̂1,(s) − c1Î
...

L̂K,(s) − cK Î

√
t

+


t
√
γ1
∑K
k=1 c

∗
kL̂k,(s) − L̂†

k,(s)L̂k,(s)

c1
1
2 t

3/2γ1
∑K
k=1 L̂

†
k,(s)L̂k,(s)

...

cK
1
2 t

3/2γ1
∑K
k=1 L̂

†
k,(s)L̂k,(s)

 .

This means that α̂ and β̂ in Eq. 7 are now

α̂ = t

K∑
k=1

Â†
kÂk +O(t2)

β̂ = i
√
γ1t

K∑
k=1

(
ckL̂

†
k,(s) − c∗kL̂k,(s)

)
+O(t2)

where Âk = L̂k,(s)−ck Î here. We now apply our assump-
tion that all of the signal jump operators are Hermitian

to imply that β̂ = O(t2) since the coefficients {ck}Kk=1 are
then real by Eq. A2. Since α̂ = O(t) and M = T/t with
T fixed, the second term in Eq. 6 can then be dropped
since it is O(T 2

√
t) compared to the first term which

is O(T ). This establishes that the noiseless QFI for a
non-vanishing signal

√
γ1 > 0 is upper bounded by the

vanishing signal limit in Eq. 23, provided that the signal
jump operators are Hermitian.

We now show that the CFI of the same measure-and-
reset strategy as the vanishing signal limit, i.e. preparing
and projecting onto the optimal state |ψ⟩, attains this
upper bound on the QFI. The probability p = ⟨ψ|ρ̂′|ψ⟩
of projecting the density matrix ρ̂′, expressed in the
{|j⟩}Kj=0 basis, onto the initial state |ψ⟩ is

p = 1− γ1t

K∑
j=1

j∑
k=1

|cjk|2 .

The CFI in Eq. 2 of p and 1 − p with respect to
√
γ1

therefore equals the upper bound to leading order in time,
once multiplied by the number of measurements M =
T/t. This is because the probability p is the same in the
vanishing signal limit in Eq. B2.

This completes the proof, assuming that the signal
jump operators are Hermitian. In the non-Hermitian

case, the measure-and-reset CFI above is the same since
we did not use the assumption of Hermitiancy in deriv-
ing it. We defer to future work showing that the same
upper bound holds in the non-Hermitian case such that
the optimal QFI is independent of γ1.

Appendix F: Proofs for the commuting
Hermitian case

We derive here the results for the commuting Hermi-
tian case in Sec. III. Let us first prove for d = 3 and
N = 1 that the QFI is given in Eq. 27 and that the op-
timal distribution is pi ∝ |l1,i|. We derive this using the
SDP formulation of Eq. 16. The solution of this SDP is
given in the common eigenbasis as:

l1 = c1,min1⃗ + c2,minl2 + amin (F1)

where amin is the diagonal of Âmin given c1,min and c2,min.
The optimal QFI is then given by 4T ||amin||2∞. Eq. F1

implies that amin /∈ span{l2, 1⃗} such that amin is not or-
thogonal to l1 and

|l1|2 = l1 · amin. (F2)

If (l2)1 = (l2)3 then the optimal QFI is equal to the

noiseless one: 4T (l1,max − l1,min)
2
with the optimal state

being (1/
√
2, 0, 1/

√
2)T.

Let us now split into cases regarding the size of the
support of the optimal state which is either length two or
three. If the support is length two, then l1 = (1, 0,−1)
and l2 = (1,−2, 1) up to constants and permutations,
and the optimal QFI equals the two-dimensional noise-
less QFI. If the support is instead length three, then
amin = xvi where v1 = (1,−1,−1), v2 = (1, 1,−1),
or v3 = (1,−1, 1) and x = |l1|2/

∑
i |l1,i| by Eq. F2

since maxi (l1 · vi) =
∑
i |li|. This also implies that

(amin)i = x sign(l1,i). The optimal QFI is therefore 4Tx2

which is Eq. 27.
Let us now derive the optimal probability distribution

(pi)
3
i=1 for the initial state. By Condition (II) in Ap-

pendix C and using (amin)i ∝ sign(l1,i), the necessary
and sufficient conditions on the optimal distribution are
the following:

3∑
i=1

pi sign(l1,i) = 0,

3∑
i=1

pi sign(l1,i)l2,i = 0.

Since l1 · 1⃗ = l1 · l2 = 0, then the distribution pi ∝ |l1,i|
is thus optimal. This completes the proof of Eq. 27 for
d = 3 and N = 1.

This derivation can be generalised for any d = N + 2.
We introduce the following regularity or generalised non-
degeneracy condition: The vectors {⃗1, l2, . . . , lN+1} are
regular if any k-dimensional sub-vectors of them span Rk.
(For any set of indices J = {j1, . . . , jk}, the sub-vectors

of {⃗1, l2, . . . , lN+1} that correspond to these indices span
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Rk.) This regularity condition does not always hold, e.g.
it is not satisfied for commuting Pauli operators, but it
does typically hold for uniformly randomly sampled com-
muting operators.

Given this regularity condition, the optimal QFI is
given in Eq. 27 and the optimal state corresponds to a
distribution pi ∝ |l1,i|. The proof of this is similar to the
d = 3 case. For example, Eq. F1 becomes:

l1 = c1,min1⃗ +

N+1∑
j=2

cj,minlj + amin. (F3)

The regularity condition guarantees that the optimal
state is supported by all d eigenstates, which implies that
amin takes the form of amin = xv where v ∈ {1,−1}d such
that

x =
|l1|2

maxv(l1 · v)
=

|l1|2∑
i |l1,i|

=
||l1||22
||l1||1

. (F4)

The derivation of the optimal input is then analogous to
the d = 3 case.

We can now also derive the more general optimal QFI
expression of Eq. 28. Given a solution of the SDP in
Eq. F3, we can restrict ourselves to the support of the
optimal state, i.e the eigenspace of the maximal eigen-

value of Â†
minÂmin. Eq. F3 then becomes

l
(I)
1 = c1,min1⃗ +

N+1∑
j=2

cj,minl
(I)
j + xv (F5)

where a
(I)
min = xv and v ∈ {1,−1}|I|. We now cannot use

Eq. F4 to find x since l
(I)
1 is not necessarily orthogonal to

span{⃗1, l(I)2 , . . . , l
(I)
N+1}. Instead, we can replace l

(I)
1 with

l
(I)
1,⊥ as this will only modify the coefficients {ci}N+1

i=1 such
that Eq. F5 becomes

l
(I)
1,⊥ = c′11⃗ +

N+1∑
j=2

c′j l
(I)
j + xv.

By orthogonality, we then obtain that x =

||l(I)1,⊥||22/||l
(I)
1,⊥||1 which yields the optimal QFI ex-

pression. The proof for the optimal distribution is
analogous to the previous case.

Appendix G: Proof of Example 1

We want to prove Example 1 concerning the QFI of the
unextended measure-and-reset strategy for Pauli Lind-
blad estimation. We can assume that the signal operator

is L̂1,(s) =
∏n
j=1 σ̂

(j)
x without loss of generality. Then, the

noiseless QFI of 4T is recovered by preparing |↑⟩⊗n since

it is a maximal variance state of L̂1,(s) and, for any noise

operator L̂j,(n) with Pauli weight less than n, there exists
at least one qubit for which the state remains |↑⟩. Thus,
the image of the initial state under the signal, |↓⟩⊗n, is
orthogonal to the initial state and the image under each
noise operator such that the noiseless QFI is achieved.
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[26] R. Demkowicz-Dobrzański and L. Maccone, Using entan-
glement against noise in quantum metrology, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 113, 250801 (2014).

[27] P. Sekatski, M. Skotiniotis, J. Ko lodyński, and W. Dür,
Quantum metrology with full and fast quantum control,
Quantum 1, 27 (2017).

[28] S. Zhou and L. Jiang, Asymptotic theory of quantum
channel estimation, PRX Quantum 2, 010343 (2021).

[29] R. Demkowicz-Dobrzański, J. Czajkowski, and
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